Janice Duley Longgood
156 Salmon Brook Road
Antrim, NH 03440
jlonggood@yahoo.com

Ms. Jane Murray

NH Site Evaluation Committee

New Hampshire Department of Environmental Services
P.0O. Box 95

29 Hazen Drive

Concord, NH 03301

July 17, 2015
Re: Docket No. 2014-05 Petition for Jurisdiction of Antrim Wind Energy, LLC
Dear Ms. Murray,

Enclosed please find the summary statement from the Abutters regarding the Antrim Wind Energy,
Petition for Jurisdiction.

Sincerely,




State of New Hampshire
Site Fvaluation Committee

Docket 2014-05
RE: Petition of Antrim Wind Energy, LLC for Jurisdiction

Statement in Support of Denial of the Petition for Jurisdiction

The abutting landowners to the proposed AWE wind project plead that the SEC not take jurisdiction of
this project. It is our assessment that this project is not significantly different from the project that was
denied by the SEC in 2013. The overall aesthetic impacts are significant and unchanged from the 2013
proposal. We request that the SEC deny jurisdiction.

All of the abutting interveners have lived in the Antrim rural conservation zone for over 30 years. We all
made a conscious decision to move to the rural part of New Hampshire to experience the peaceful
quietude, abundant wildlife and rural environment. All of our properties have been protected well by
the Antrim zoning regulations that have designated this area as the Rural Conservation District { 1989).
There is a presumption of continuation of land use policy following years of covenants, restrictions and
rural conservation zoning. This project area (2012-01 exhibit Antrim Planning Board APB 7 APB 1-21
map,) illustrates the project area, including the abutting homes is in the priority area for land
conservation and the map 2012 HIGHEST RANKED WILDLIFE HABITAT BY ECOLOGICAL CONDITION. (NH
Wildlife Action Plan, NH Fish and Game ( 2012-01 NB Exhibit 3, LB 7) We are confident that the Town of
Antrim will be able to continue to make positive decisions for its land use by including all citizens in the
zoning and decision making processes.

The Site Evaluation Committee, Petitioners and Interveners heard a thorough and lengthy discussion of
the facts of this project in the 2012-01 hearing. It would seem that to rehear the same facts (with the
omission of one tower and lowering of another) is not a precedence that would serve the state well. A

project developer can tweak a project and keep returning for a rehearing until they get the outcome
that they want?

In conclusion, the abutters request that the Site Evaluation Committee deny this petition for rehearing.
It has already had a thorough review.
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Respectfully Submitted,

ce Duley Longgooz, For the Intéfvening Abutters

Mark, Brenda and Nathan Schaefer
Clark Craig Jr.




